REMARKS 

Claims 1, 5-9, 1 1-14, and 22-28 are pending in the application. 
Claims 1. 5-9, 11-14, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
Claims 1, 6, 7, 11, and 22 are amended 
Claims 23-28 are added. 
No new matter is added. 

Claims 1, 5-9, 11-14, and 22-28 remain in the case for consideration. 
Applicants request reconsideration and allowance of the claims in light of the above 
amendments and following remarks. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 1 , 6, 7, 1 1 , and 22 are objected to due to various informalities. Applicants hereby 
amend these claims consistent with suggestions set forth in the Office Action and request 
withdrawal of the claim objections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1, 5-9, 1 1-14 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being allegedly 
unpatentable over Japanese Patent Publication No. 10-256105 to Hiroshi, et al. (hereinafter 
"Hiroshi") in view of German Patent Publication No. DE 10131246 to Hermann, et al. 
(hereinafter "Hermann"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Amended claim 1 now recites, among other elements, "a top surface, a bottom planar 
surface, and an outwardly convex edge surface connecting the top surface and the bottom surface 
. . . wherein a radius of a boundary between the planar bottom surface and the outwardly convex 
edge surface is not constant." Support for this amendment can be found at, for example, FIG. 5A 
and page 4, line 21 - page 5, line 3 of the specification as originally filed. Applicants 
respectfully submit that neither Hiroshi nor Hermann, singly or in combination, teach or suggest 
at least these elements now recited in claim 1. 

For example, FIG. 1 of Hiroshi appears to show a wafer 1 having top and bottom surfaces 
and a chamfered part 2 connecting the top and bottom surfaces. FIG. 1 of Hiroshi further 
appears to show wherein a radius of a boundary between the top surface of wafer 1 and the 
chamfered part 2 is constant. However, Hiroshi fails to teach or suggest wherein a radius of a 
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boundary between the bottom surface of the wafer 1 and the chamfered part 2 is not constant as 
presently recited in claim 1 . Hermann appears to show in FIGS. 2, 3. and 4b that a wafer W 
gains its rounded edge by a type of grinding wheel PSS as the wafer W rotates on the stage SC. 
Applicants respectfully submit that the arrangement and operation taught by Hermann will 
necessarily generate a boundary between a bottom surface of the wafer W and the rounded edge 
thereof having a constant radius. 

Claim 1 1 recites elements similar to those recited in claim 1 . Accordingly, arguments 
presented above with respect to claim 1 are also applicable to the rejection of claim 11. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the proposed combination 
of Hiroshi in view of Hermann fails teach every element as recited in claims 1 and 11, See 
M.P.E.P. 2143.03. Accordingly, Applicants believe claims 1 and 11 to be in condition for 
allowance. 

Claims 5-9, 12-14, and 22-24 variously depend from claims 1 and 1 1 and, therefore, 
include all elements recited in claims 1 and 1 1. Accordingly, Applicants believe claims 5-9, 12- 
14, and 22-24 to be in condition for allowance by virtue of this dependency. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, reconsideration and allowance of claims 1, 5-9, 1 1-14, and 22- 
28 of the application as amended is requested. The Examiner is encouraged to telephone the 
undersigned at (503) 222-361 3 if it appears that an interview would be helpful in advancing the 
case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 




Hosoon Lee 
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